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Photographs: 

Photograph 1: View toward project area from Hot Springs 

Photograph 2: Western side of Bradner Reservoir (Priority 2 stand) 

Photograph 3: Eastern side of Bradner Reservoir (Priority 1 stand) 

Photograph 4: Doghair thicket near Bradner Reservoir 

Photograph 5: Southern end of Peterson Reservoir (Priority 2 stand) 

Photograph 6: Existing road at Peterson Reservoir to be potentially used as a skid trail 

Photograph 7: Looking north from Peterson Reservoir to United World College 

Photograph 8: Gallinas River, looking southwest 

Photograph 9: North-facing slope along Gallinas River, looking downstream 

Photograph 10: Willows growing along Gallinas River 

Photograph 11: Looking south at project area from State Highway 65 

Photograph 12: Village of Montezuma 

Photograph 13: City of Las Vegas Water Treatment Plant.  Area to be thinned can be seen in 
background.
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Photograph 4: Doghair 
thicket near Bradner 
Reservoir 

Photograph 5: Southern 
end of Peterson 
Reservoir (Priority 2 
stand) 

Photograph 6: Existing 
road at Peterson 
Reservoir to be 
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Photograph 7: Looking 
north from Peterson 
Reservoir to United World 
College 

Photograph 8: Gallinas 
River, looking southwest 

Photograph 9: North 
facing slope along 
Gallinas River looking 
downstream 



 
 

 
 

 
 

Photograph 10: 
Willows growing along 
Gallinas River 

Photograph 11: Looking 
south at project area from 
State Highway 65 

Photograph 12: Village of 
Montezuma 



 

Photograph 13: City of Las 
Vegas Water Treatment 
Plant.  Thinning area can be 
seen in background. 
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URS Corresponded with:  
United States Department of Agriculture 
Natural Resource Conservation Service 
Jefferson NE, Room 305 
Albuquerque, NM 87109-3734 

State of New Mexico Environmental Department 
Office of the Secretary 
P.O. Box 26110 
Santa Fe, NM 87502-6110 

State of New Mexico 
Department of Fish & Game 
Village Building – P.O. Box 25112 
Santa Fe, NM 87503 

State of New Mexico Environmental Department 
Air Quality Bureau – Harold Runnels Building 
1190 St. Francis DR. 
Santa Fe, NM 87502-6110 

United States Department of the Army 
Albuquerque District, Corps of Engineers 
4101 Jefferson Plaza NE 
Albuquerque, NM 87109-3435 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
New Mexico Ecological Field Office 
2105 Osuna NE  
Albuquerque, NM 87113 
 
U.S. Forest Service 
Pecos-Las Vegas Ranger District 
Pecos, NM 87552 

Bureau of Land Management 
Albuquerque Field Office 
435 Montano RD., NE 
Albuquerque, NM 87101-4935 

Office of Emergency Management 
Emergency Management Center 
13 Bataan BLVD. 
P.O. Box 1628 
Santa Fe, NM 87504-1628 

State of New Mexico Environment Department 
Surface Water Quality Bureau – Harold S. Runnels 
Building 
1190 St. Francis DR. 
Santa Fe, NM 87502-0110 

EPA Region 6 
Compliance Assurance and Enforcement Division 
Office of Planning and Coordination 
1445 Ross AVE. 
Dallas, TX 75202-2733 

State of New Mexico Environment Department 
Ground Water Bureau – Harold Runnels Building 
1190 St. Francis DR. 
Santa Fe, NM 87502-0110 

City of Las Vegas 
Community Development Department 
P.O. Box 160 
Las Vegas, New Mexico 87701-0160 

State of New Mexico 
Office of Cultural Affairs – Historic Preservation 
Division 
La Villa Rivera Building, 228 East Palace AVE. 
Santa Fe, NM 87501 

 

 

To obtain copies of agency correspondence, contact: 

Janet Frey 
URS Group, Inc 
200 Orchard Ridge Dr, Suite 101 
Gaithersburg, MD 20878 
Tel: 301-258-9780 
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Executive Order 11988 Floodplain Management  
Executive Order 11990 Wetland Protection  

Eight-Step Planning Process Summary 
 

Step 1: Determine whether the Proposed 
Action is located in a wetland and/or the 100-
year floodplain, or whether it has the potential 
to affect or be affected by a floodplain or 
wetland. 

 

Project Analysis: The Gallinas River runs 
through the project area and the City of Las 
Vegas’ two water supply reservoirs (Bradner 
and Peterson) are located within the project 
area.  Thinning activities would take place 
around the wetland areas, and a minimum 50-
foot buffer would be implemented to avoid 
equipment entering the wetland zones. 

Step 2: Notify public at earliest possible time 
of the intent to carry out an action in a 
floodplain or wetland, and involve the affected 
and interested public in the decision-making 
process. 

Project Analysis: An initial public notice was 
posted by FEMA as part of the original disaster 
declaration (see page C4).  The notice indicated 
that actions would be potentially taken that 
would have an effect on the floodplain and/or 
wetlands.  

Step 3: Identify and evaluate practicable 
alternatives to locating the Proposed Action in 
a floodplain or wetland. 

Project Analysis: The following alternatives 
were evaluated: 

Alternative 1: No Action 

Alternative 2: Proposed Action.  Manual and 
mechanical thinning of specified trees.  Slash 
would be piled and burned, lopped and 
scattered, or removed from the site. No 
thinning would occur in riparian zones or 
wetlands. 

Alternative 3: Manual and mechanical thinning 
of specified trees.  Slash would be scattered 
across ground and broadcast burned.  No 
thinning would occur in riparian zones or 
wetlands. 
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Step 4: Identify the full range of potential 
direct or indirect impacts associated with the 
occupancy or modification of floodplains and 
wetlands and the potential direct and indirect 
support of floodplain and wetland development 
that could result from the Proposed Action. 

Project Analysis:  

Under the No Action Alternative, severe 
stormwater runoff could lead to increased 
flooding of the area within the floodplain and 
potentially outside floodplain zones.  This 
condition would persist for several years until 
vegetation and soil is reestablished to pre-fire 
conditions. Sediment runoff may eventually be 
carried into drainage ways and rivers, and 
potentially into wetland areas, thus altering or 
destroying habitat. 

Because there would be no federal funding 
under this alternative, there is no requirement 
to comply with EO 11988.  

Alternative 2, the Proposed Action, would not 
expand the 100-year floodplain.  There would 
be a risk of increased erosion from vegetation 
removal activities and a potential increase of 
runoff into the wetland areas.  This impact 
would not be substantial because thinning 
would be selective to control adverse effects 
and erosion measures would be implemented.  
Reseeding and lop and scatter of some slash 
would be conducted in areas disturbed by 
project activities.  

Alternative 3, would not impact the 100-year 
floodplain.  There would be a risk of increased 
erosion from vegetation removal activities and 
a potential increase of runoff into the wetland 
areas.  This impact would not be substantial 
because thinning would be selective to control 
adverse effects.  Slash would be scattered and 
broadcast burned.  A slight and temporary 
increase in ash runoff would be expected into 
wetland areas.  Erosion control measures and 
reseeding would be conducted in areas 
disturbed by project activities to effectively 
mitigate for increases in runoff.. 

Step 5: Minimize the potential adverse impacts 
to work within floodplains and wetlands to be 
identified under Step 4, restore and preserve 
the natural and beneficial values served by 
wetlands. 

Project Analysis: Mitigation measures 
described in Step 4, the use of erosion control 
measures and reseeding, would reduce 
potential adverse effects to wetlands near the 
proposed project area.  Additionally, a 50-foot 
minimum buffer zone would be established 
around wetland and riparian areas, further 
reducing potential impacts. 
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Step 6: Re-evaluate the Proposed Action to 
determine 1) if it is still practicable in light of 
its exposure to flood hazards; 2) the extent to 
which it will aggravate the hazards to others; 
and 3) its potential to disrupt floodplain and 
wetland values. 

Project Analysis: The Proposed Action 
remains practicable based on the objective to 
protect the citizens and water supply of the 
City of Las Vegas area.  The action is not 
anticipated to increase flood elevations or flood 
velocities upstream or downstream.  Floodplain 
and wetland values would remain viable. 

Step 7: If the agency decides to take an action 
in a floodplain or wetland, prepare and provide 
the public with a finding and explanation of 
any final decision that the floodplain or 
wetland is the only practicable alternative. The 
explanation should include any relevant factors 
considered in the decision-making process. 

Project Analysis: A public notice would be 
made based on the decision to proceed with the 
Proposed Action.  At a minimum, this notice 
shall state a reason for locating the Proposed 
Action in the floodplain; a description of all 
significant facts considered in making 
determination; a list of the alternatives 
considered; a statement indicating whether the 
action conforms to state and local floodplain 
protection standards; and a statement indicating 
how the action affects the wetlands and how 
mitigation would be achieved. 

Step 8: Review the implementation and post-
implementation phases of the Proposed Action 
to ensure that the requirements of the EOs are 
fully implemented. Oversight responsibility 
shall be integrated into existing processes.  

 

Project Analysis: This step is integrated into 
the NEPA process and FEMA project 
management and oversight functions. 
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Table 1: Protected and Sensitive Species 

SPECIES FEDERAL 
STATUS HABITAT NEEDS 

POSSIBILITY OF 
OCCURRENCE IN 
PROJECT AREA 

POTENTIAL 
IMPACT 

MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

Black-footed Ferret (Mustela 
nigripes) 

Endangered • Prairie grasslands 

• Found in prairie dog towns 

• Not known to occur in NM 

No No None required 

Black-tailed Prairie Dog (Cynomys 
ludovicianus) 

Candidate • Shortgrass or midgrass prairies 

• Grassy areas associated with alluvial 
fans at the mouths of draws 

• Grasslands where no brush is present 
or is sparse 

No No None required 

Fringed Myotis (Myotis thysanodes) Species of Concern • Mixed conifer 

• Oak woodlands 

• Nursery colonies found in caves, mines 
and Ponderosa Pine snags 

Yes Yes • Minimum number of snags to 
be left in place and not 
removed  

• No large diameter tress would 
be cut 

Long-eared Myotis (Myotis evoris) Species of Concern • Coniferous forests  

• Day roosts in tree cavities under loose 
bark, caves, mines, large diameter 
snags 

Yes Yes • Minimum number of snags to 
be left in place 

• No large diameter trees would 
be cut 

New Mexican Meadow Jumping 
Mouse (Zapus hudsonius luteus) 

Species of Concern • Permanent streams 

• Dense diverse streamside vegetation: 
grasses, sedges, forbs 

• Willows, montane meadows 

Yes Yes • No thinning in riparian zone 

Occult Little Brown Bat (Myotis 
lucifugus occultus) 

Species of Concern • Most specimens taken near large water 
sources, otherwise vegetation zone 
unimportant for determination 

• Found in caves, cliffs, conifer snags 
greater than 20 inches DBH 

Yes Yes 
• Minimum number of snags to 

be left in place 

• No large diameter trees would 
be cut 

Townsend’s Big-eared Bat 
(Plecotus townsendii) 

Species of Concern • Habitat is geomorphically determined 
in rocky situations with caves and 
mines 

Yes Yes • No thinning would be 
conducted around cliff areas 

• Thinning would be conducted 
during fall and winter months 
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Table 1: Protected and Sensitive Species 

SPECIES FEDERAL 
STATUS HABITAT NEEDS 

POSSIBILITY OF 
OCCURRENCE IN 
PROJECT AREA 

POTENTIAL 
IMPACT 

MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

Pecos River Muskrat (Ondatra 
zibethicus ripensis) 

Species of Concern • Riparian areas: rivers, drainage 
ditches, lakes, springs 

Yes Yes • No thinning in riparian areas 

Spotted Bat (Euderma maculatum) Species of Concern • Rocky cliffs near riparian situation 

• Summers in Ponderosa Pine, Pinyon-
Juniper, spruce-fir 

Yes Yes • Thinning would be conducted 
during fall and winter months 

• No thinning would be 
conducted around cliff areas 

Swift Fox (Vulpes velox) Candidate • Arid prairie lands 

• Plains-mesa sandscrub 

No No None required 

American Peregrine Falcon (Falco 
peregrinus anatum) 

Species of Concern • Mixed conifer 

• Nests in high cliffs 

Yes Yes • Other habitat available in 
surrounding area. 

• Thinning would be conducted 
in fall and winter months   

Arctic Peregrine Falcon (Falco 
peregrinus tundrius) 

Species of Concern • Mixed conifer 

• Pinyon-juniper 

• Rare in NM, only known occurrence in 
Roswell and White Sands Missile 
Range 

May occur only as 
migrant 

No None required 

 

 

Baird’s Sparrow (Ammodramus 
bairdii) 

Species of Concern • Grasslands, lowland prairies 

• Forest edges 

May occur as migrant or 
as occasional on far 

eastern edge of project 
area 

No None required 

Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus) 

Threatened, Proposed 
delisting 

• Coasts, rivers, large lakes 

• Mountains, open  country 

• Common in fall and winter in San 
Miguel County 

Yes Yes • Other habitat available in 
surrounding area. 

• Snags would be left in place 
around City reservoirs. 

Black Tern (Chlidonias niger) Species of Concern • Prairie wetlands 

• Bogs, marshes 

• Open water, stands of cattails, rushes 

 

Yes No None required 
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Table 1: Protected and Sensitive Species 

SPECIES FEDERAL 
STATUS HABITAT NEEDS 

POSSIBILITY OF 
OCCURRENCE IN 
PROJECT AREA 

POTENTIAL 
IMPACT 

MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

Ferruginous Hawk (Buteo regalis) Species of Concern • Open plains 

• Desert scrub 

No No None required 

Loggerhead Shrike (Lanius 
ludovicianus) 

Species of Concern • Agricultural lands 

• Prairies, shrub 

• Forest edges 

May occur only as 
migrant 

No None required 

Mexican Spotted Owl (Strix 
occidentalis lucida) 

Threatened • Mixed conifer 

• Broad-leaved forests such as Gambel 
Oak, Box Elder 

• Canyons with steep sides 

Yes Yes • No thinning on slopes greater 
than 40%  

• Minimum numbers of snags to 
be left in place.  

• No large diameter trees would 
be cut.  

• Other habitat available in 
surrounding area. 

• Thinning would be conducted 
during fall and winter months 

Mountain Plover (Charadrius 
montanus) 

Proposed Threatened • Open plains 

• Shortgrass prairie 

• Sod farms 

• Common in plains areas 

No No None required 

Northern Goshawk (Accipiter 
gentilis) 

Species of Concern • Montane forests: mixed-conifer, 
Ponderosa Pine, subalpine fir, old-
growth 

• Snags and downed timber important 
for prey base 

Yes Yes • Other habitat available in 
surrounding area.   

• Minimum number of snags 
and downed timber would be 
left in project area.  

• No large diameter trees would 
be cut. 

• Thinning would be conducted 
during fall and winter months 
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Table 1: Protected and Sensitive Species 

SPECIES FEDERAL 
STATUS HABITAT NEEDS 

POSSIBILITY OF 
OCCURRENCE IN 
PROJECT AREA 

POTENTIAL 
IMPACT 

MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher 
(Empidonax traillii extimus) 

Endangered • Willows, dense vegetation generally 
near still waters 

Yes Yes • No thinning would be 
conducted in riparian zone 
and minimum 50-foot buffer 
would be implemented 
between equipment and 
streamside. 

• Thinning would be conducted 
during fall and winter months 

Western Burrowing Owl (Athene 
cunicularia hypugaea) 

Species of Concern • Open grasslands, prairies 

• Associated with prairie dog towns 

• Some mountain, alpine meadow use 

No No None required 

White-faced Ibis (Plegadis chihi) Species of Concern • Subalpine marshes 

• Irrigated agricultural land 

No No None required 

Whooping Crane (Grus Americana) Experimental 
Population, Non-
essential 

• Major river courses No No None required 

Yellow-billed Cuckoo (Coccyzus 
americanus) 

Species of Concern • Lowland riparian forest (2800 feet to 
7500 feet) 

• Riparian thickets 

May occur as summer 
transient 

Yes • No thinning would be 
conducted in riparian zone 
and minimum 50-foot buffer 
would be implemented 
between equipment and 
streamside. 

• Thinning would be conducted 
during fall and winter months 

Flathead Chub (Platygobio gracilis) Species of Concern • Canadian and Pecos Rivers No No None required 

Plains Minnow (Hybognathus 
placitus) 

Species of Concern • Canadian River headwaters 

• Turbid rivers and creeks, main 
channels of major streams 

• Short distance upstream in tributaries 
of major rivers 

No No None required 

Texas Horned Lizard (Phrynosoma 
cornutum) 

Species of Concern • Flat, open, generally dry land with 
sparse vegetation 

No No None required 
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Table 1: Protected and Sensitive Species 

SPECIES FEDERAL 
STATUS HABITAT NEEDS 

POSSIBILITY OF 
OCCURRENCE IN 
PROJECT AREA 

POTENTIAL 
IMPACT 

MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

New Mexico Silverspot Butterfly 
(Speyeria nokomis nitocris) 

Species of Concern • Alpine and streamside meadows Yes Yes • No thinning in riparian zones 

• Thinning would be conducted 
during fall and winter months 

Chiricahua Dock (Rumex 
orthoneurus) 

Species of Concern • Mid- to high-elevation wetland 
habitats in Arizona and Southwestern 
New Mexico 

No No None required 

Dwarf Milkweed (Asclepias 
uncialis) 

Species of Concern • Shortgrass prairie No No None required 

Holy Ghost Ipomopsis (Ipomopsis 
sancti-spiritus) 

Endangered • Found in only one canyon in the upper 
Pecos River drainage of the southern 
Sangre de Cristo Mountains 

No No None required 
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PUBLIC NOTICE 

Environmental Assessment for Fuels Modification and Management in the City of Las 
Vegas, San Miguel County, New Mexico.  FEMA-1329-DR-NM 

 

Interested persons are hereby notified that the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
is proposing to assist in the funding of fuels management activities in the City of Las Vegas in 
San Miguel County, New Mexico.  In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969, the National Historic Preservation Act and the implementing regulations of FEMA, an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared to assess the potential impacts of the 
proposed action on the human and natural environment. 

The EA evaluates alternatives that provide for compliance with applicable environmental laws.  
The alternatives to be evaluated include (1) No Action Alternative; (2) Manual and mechanical 
fuels management (Alternative 2- Proposed Action); and (3) Manual and mechanical fuels 
management followed by a broadcast burn (Alternative 3).  Fuels management activities would 
occur on approximately 478 acres of the 991 acres of City-owned land located roughly 5 miles 
from downtown Las Vegas.  This land serves as a forested buffer for the City’s drinking water 
supply. 

The draft EA is available for review between August 28, 2003 and September 26, 2003, at the 
City of Las Vegas building, 905 12th Street, Las Vegas, New Mexico 87701, or by contacting 
Robert Tafoya at 505-454-3832 between the hours of 8 A.M. and 5 P.M. The EA is also 
available for review online at the FEMA website: http://www.fema.gov/ehp/docs.shtm. 

Written comments regarding this action should be directed to Janet Frey, Project Manager, URS 
Group, 200 Orchard Ridge Drive, Suite 101, Gaithersburg, MD 20878.  Comments should be 
directed no later than 5 P.M. on September 26, 2003. 
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Public comments will be included in the final report. 
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Map of Proposed USFS Gallinas Watershed Thinning Project 
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